Introduction
In Hebrew Bible (HB) studies, there are generally three views of the relation between ‫אלהים‬ proper and natural phenomena: a) Minimal identification, for example: ‫אלהים‬ did not live in the processes of nature but instead controlled them (cf. Kaufmann 1972:70) . b) Medium identification, for example: ‫אלהים‬ was only at an early stage partly identified with certain natural phenomena (cf. Eichrodt 1967:262) . c) Maximal identification, for example: the term ‫אלהים‬ was, in a sense, the ancient Israelite concept for what we call 'Nature' (cf. Robinson 1946:1) .
With regard to (a), one may say that it represents an absolute dichotomy between a natural and a supernatural order of things. This is despite the fact that the HB has no reference to a realm of ‫אלהים‬ wholly outside of the cosmos ('heaven' is not another dimension). As for (b), a supernatural state of affairs is still put in opposition to nature, yet following the emergence of more proper perspectives, natural phenomena came to be associated mostly with pagan ‫אלהים‬ or with signs of divine revelation. In (c) the natural/supernatural distinction in relation to ‫אלהים‬ collapses, with what it meant being reduced to the natural word.
Some examples of close relations between ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena in the Hebrew Bible
The HB's conceptualisations of the relation between things called ‫אלהים‬ to natural phenomena are complex and variable. This is already evidenced by a synchronic approach listing only a few instances of texts assuming a link between entities associated with the extension of ‫אלהים‬ (as both proper name and common noun) and what we would call 'natural phenomena':
• … the ‫אלהים‬ wind was moving over the face of the waters (Gn 1:2)
• I set my bow in the cloud, and it shall be a sign of the covenant between me and the earth (Gn 9:13) • … ‫אלהים‬ called to him out of the bush … (Ex 3:4) In the Hebrew Bible, some texts represent what we would call 'natural' phenomena as being in some way related to entities classed to be ‫אלהים‬ in some sense of the Hebrew term; that is, God, gods, divine, deity, etc. Although various perspectives on these relations already exist in the available research on the topic, no philosophical approach to the data has of yet been conceived. In order to facilitate the latter, this study brackets the question as to what the relations between ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena in any given biblical context actually were. Yet its contribution lies in the way it aims to offer an introductory overview of some of the potentially relevant core concepts in mereology (parthood theory in metaphysics) that may be of aid in any future attempt at modelling such relations, however they were conceived.
• and the magicians said to Pharaoh, 'This is the finger of ‫'אלהים‬ ( Of course, various translation possibilities exist in those examples where ‫אלהים‬ or its parallels are taken to function as adjectives (as opposed to, say, a noun as part of a genitive construction). Yet these renderings are not outlandish and actually represent standard fare in scholarly literature (as opposed to what is encountered in many popular translations of the Bible). Whatever we assume on this matter, interpretative intricacies aside, it should be evident that all of these texts assume there to be some or other relation between parts of something ‫‪-like‬אלהים‬ and what we would call a natural phenomenon. The latter includes the rainbow, natural disasters, wind, water, fire, air, the sea, trees, mountains, stars, et cetera. And yet this list reconstructed from the quoted texts above is not nearly complete (additional natural phenomena were also thus related).
However, the HB is not uniform in equating such natural phenomena with parts of ‫.אלהים‬ Although there are many other texts that express these same or similar ideas, one will also encounter examples of texts that present these same (natural) phenomena as quite apart from -or even opposed to -‫אלהים‬ in the HB. Some cases in point would be sea, the stars, or the wind.
What exactly the relations between the ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena in the HB could be (there is no Biblical Hebrew term directly equivalent to our concept of 'nature') and what the individual texts quoted might mean with reference to this topic are bracketed for the present. Thus the question regarding the constitutive role of genre and context, the possible sense involving the use of implied metaphor and anthropomorphism, as well as the alternative possible ways of translating the texts above, do not concern us here. Not because these are not important or decisive -they are very much so -but because the interest of this study lies elsewhere; that is, with meta-theoretical matters that can function independently of whatever one assumes on these issues.
In the discussion to follow this article aims only to offer an overview of what a (analytic) philosophical approach to relations between parts of ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena might provide a descriptive meta-language aimed at clarifying data which itself is not always so forthcoming. No such point of view currently exists in scholarly research on ‫אלהים‬ in relation to natural phenomena in the HB.
An overview of mereological concepts for modelling metaphysical relations
In this section basic concepts from theories of parthood relations in metaphysics will be introduced with reference to ‫אלהים‬ (whether ‫אלהים‬ or others) vis-à-vis natural phenomena. This will comprise of an overview of various mereological axioms which might potentially offer a useful manner of stating in philosophical language what is implicit in a given text of the HB. As such it can be seen as putting forward a prolegomenon for any future research involving more indepth and specialised application and exegesis of the texts alluded to.
The outline below represents an adoption, adaptation, and reapplication of the introduction to mereology provided by Varzi (2015:n.p.) . The latter is an example of a metatheoretical discussion that can be used to allow the biblical scholar to model what is understood as being the HB's own presuppositions pertaining to the parthood relations of ‫אלהים‬ and of natural phenomena as parts of ‫אלהים‬ as a whole and of natural phenomena as parts of parts of ‫.אלהים‬ This study is itself but a meta-theoretical introduction that is only meant to give a taste of the issues of interest in what remains a gap in the research.
To start with, consider the following generic instances of references to parts and wholes involving both things associated with the things called ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena (all alluding to motifs in the HB itself, without further specification of the context):
a) The breath of an ‫אלהים‬ is part an ‫‪'s‬אלהים‬ being. b) The deified dead are part of the world of the ‫.אלהים‬ c) The heavens are the ‫‪'s‬אלהים‬ part of the cosmos.
d) The stars are part of the ‫‪'s‬אלהים‬ realm.
e) The glory of ‫אלהים‬ is part of what an ‫אלהים‬ is. f) A sacred space is part of an ‫‪'s‬אלהים‬ abode. g) The outermost edges of the earth are part of the ‫‪'s‬אלהים‬ domain. h) The first act was the creative part of ‫-אלהים‬nature relations.
All of these uses illustrate the general notion of 'part' in relation to ‫אלהים‬ that might become the main concern of a mereology of ‫אלהים‬ in the HB (cf. Gerstl & Pribbenow 1995:865-889; Iris et al. 1988:261-288; Pribbenow 2002:35-50; Simons 2013:151-163; Westerhoff 2004:375-393; Winston, Chaffin & Herrmann 1987:417-444) . Basically, in popular English the concept of a 'part' can refer to any portion of a given ‫אלהים‬ entity. The portion may itself be attached to the remainder of an ‫,אלהים‬ as in (a) above, or detached from an ‫,אלהים‬ as in (b); it may be cognitively or functionally salient in ‫,אלהים‬ as in (a) Alternatively, as Varzi (2015:n.p.) implies, one may also use the term 'part' in relation to ‫אלהים‬ in a more limited manner, particularly within the context of the HB's god-talk. For instance, it can be used to designate only the cognitively salient relation of parthood illustrated in ‫אלהים‬ in (a), the relevant notion of salience in a ‫‪'s‬אלהים‬ appearance being determined by Gestalt factors (cf. Bower and Glass 1976:456-466; Palmer 1977:441-474; Rescher & Oppenheim 1955:89-106) or other perceptual and cognitive factors in interaction with ‫אלהים‬ at large (Tversky 2005:3-16) . Or it may designate only the functional relation reflected in the ‫אלהים‬ parts list, as in (b), in which case the parts of ‫אלהים‬ are just its 'components', that is, those parts of ‫אלהים‬ that are available as individual units regardless of their actual interaction with the other parts of ‫אלהים‬ (A component is a part of an object, rather than just part of it; see e.g. Simons & Dement 1996:255-276; Tversky 1989:983-995) .
Clearly, Varzi's (2015: n.p.) outline of the properties of such restricted relations in ‫אלהים‬ may not coincide with those of ‫אלהים‬ parthood understood more broadly. A pure mereology is only concerned with the latter. However, the English word 'part' with reference to ‫אלהים‬ is sometimes also used in a broader sense:
The thunder is part of ‫‪'s‬אלהים‬ voice.
Sound is part of an ‫‪'s‬אלהים‬ action. (k) The holy mountain is part of ‫‪'s‬אלהים‬ presence.
From Varzi (2015: n.p.)'s introduction above it is clear that references to natural phenomena as 'part' of ‫אלהים‬ can also be taken to designate the relation of material constitution, as in (i), or the relation of mixture composition in ‫,אלהים‬ as in (j), or the relation of group membership in the ‫,אלהים‬ as in (k). The mereological status of these relations between ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena, however, can be philosophically controversial. For instance, although the constitution relation of ‫אלהים‬ exemplified in (i) was included by Aristotle in his threefold taxonomy of parthood (Metaphysics, Δ, 1023b), many contemporary authors would rather construe it as a sui generis, non-mereological relation (see e.g. Baker 1997:599-621; Evnine 2011:212-235; Rea 1995:525-552; Wiggins 1980) or else as the relation of identity (Noonan 1993:133-146; Pickel 2010:193-211) , possibly contingent or occasional identity (Gallois 1998; Gibbard 1975:187-221; Robinson 1982:317-322) .
Similarly, Varzi (2015:n.p.) implies that the ingredient-mixture relationship of a natural phenomenon with ‫אלהים‬ exemplified in (j) is of dubious mereological status, as the constituents thereof may undergo significant transformations that alter the structural characteristics they have in isolation from ‫אלהים‬ (cf. Bogen 1995:370-404; Fine 1995:266-369; Needham 2007:26-52; Sharvy 1983:227-239) . His overview also suggests that for cases such as (k), there might be disagreement concerning whether something else like the sons of the ‫אלהים‬ or the council of ‫אלהים‬ should be regarded as genuine mereological wholes (see Varzi 2015:n.p.) Some philosophers might think so (cf. Copp 1984:249; Martin 1988; Oppenheim & Putnam 1958:3-36; Quinton 1976:1-27; Sheehy 2006:131-148) , whereas others would be inclined to regard groups of ‫אלהים‬ as entities of a different sort and to construe the relation of group membership for the ‫אלהים‬ as distinct from parthood in relation to ‫אלהים‬ entities (see e.g. Effingham 2010:251-267; Gilbert 1989; Meixner 1997; Ritchie 2013:257-272; Ruben 1983:219-238; Simons 1980:483-486; Uzquiano 2004:135-153) .
For all these reasons, one can concur with Varzi (2015: n.p.) in taking a mereology of ‫אלהים‬ in the HB to be concerned mainly with the principles governing the relations of natural phenomena with ‫אלהים‬ exemplified in (a)-(h), leaving it open whether one or more such broader uses of 'parts' of ‫אלהים‬ may themselves be subjected to mereological treatments of some sort. Also, it is worth stressing that a mereology of ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena based on Varzi's (2015: n.p.) scheme assumes no ontological restriction on the field of 'part'. In principle, the relata can be as different as material bodies of ‫,אלהים‬ events involving ‫,אלהים‬ or spatio-temporal regions containing ‫,אלהים‬ as in (a)-(h), as well as abstract entities such as properties of ‫,אלהים‬ propositions concerning ‫,אלהים‬ types or kinds of ‫,אלהים‬ such as found in the following examples:
An ‫אלהים‬ is part of reality. Thus, at least according to Varzi's (2015: n.p.) outline, irrespective of how one feels about matters of ontology, if 'part' stands for the general relation between ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena exemplified by (a)-(h) above, and perhaps also (a)-(o), then it stands for a partial ordering -a reflexive, transitive, antisymmetric relation: Two totally distinct ‫אלהים‬ cannot be part of each other.
As Varzi (2015: n.p.) goes on to note, most theories put forward in the philosophical literature would accept (p)-(r).
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At this point it might be useful to introduce some degree of formalisation of possible ‫-אלהים‬natural phenomena relations. Varzi (2015:n.p.) implies that this would help avoid ambiguities stemming from ordinary language and could facilitate comparisons and developments. For definiteness, I follow Varzi (2015:n.p.) in assuming here a standard firstorder language with identity, supplied with a distinguished binary predicate constant, 'P', to be interpreted as the parthood relation. In addition, let n stand for 'natural phenomenon' and ‫א‬ for ‫אלהים‬ (whether God, a god, gods, divinity, deity, etc.) so that Pn‫א‬ reads thus: a natural phenomenon is a property of ‫.אלהים‬ The rest of the symbols and operators will have their usual denotation (with the variable Y denoting Yhwh).
Taking the underlying logic to be the classical predicate calculus with identity, the requisites on parthood involving ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena discussed may then be regarded as forming a first-order theory characterised by the following proper axioms for 'P':
Given (P.a)-(P.c), a number of additional mereological predicates featuring ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena can be introduced in the form of definitions (cf. Varzi 2015:n.p.). For example:
The following biconditional, Varzi (2015: n.p.) notes, is also a straightforward consequence of the axioms (specifically, of P.a): Varzi's (2015: n.p.) adapted introduction reapplied above it should now be obvious that one could in fact use proper parthood as an alternative starting point for the development of a classical mereology of the relations of ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena as parts of ‫,אלהים‬ using the righthand side of (x) as a definiens for 'P'. This is, for instance, the option followed in Simons (1987) , as also in Leśniewski's original theory (1916:169-173) , where the partial ordering axioms for 'P' are replaced by the strict ordering axioms for 'PP'. The same goes for 'PE', which was in fact the primitive relation in Whitehead's (1919) semi-formal treatment of the mereology of events (and which is just the converse of 'PP'). 
Thus following the suggestion by Varzi (2015: n.p.), a theory can now be formulated in a pure first-order language by assuming (P.a) and (P.b) and replacing (P.c) with the following variant of the Leibniz axiom schema for identity (where φ is any formula in the language):
With Varzi (2015:n.p.) , one may thus concur and argue that the parthood relation for ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena is in some sense conceptually prior to the identity relation (as in Sharvy 1983:234) . And because 'EQ' is not definable in terms of 'PP' or 'PE' for ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena alone, except in the presence of stronger axioms, the argument would also provide evidence in favour of 'P' as the most fundamental primitive. However, in some treatments 'PP' of ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena may be defined directly in terms of 'P', without using identity, as per the following variant of (t):
(See e.g. Casati & Varzi 1999:36; Eberle 1967:272; Goodman 1951:35; Niebergall 2011:274; Simons 1991:286) . The concepts from Varzi (2015:n.p.) examined so far all assume that parthood in the relations between ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena is a perfectly determinate relation: given any two entities n and ‫,א‬ there is always an objective, determinate fact of the matter as to whether or not n is part of ‫.א‬ However, in some cases, even Varzi (2015: n.p.) admits that such is problematic. Perhaps there is no room for indeterminacy in the idealised mereology of space and time in the HB as such; but when it comes to the mereology of ordinary spatio-temporal particulars (for instance) the picture looks different. Think of objects such as the wind, light, clouds, and rocks. What exactly were their constitutive parts that were related to ‫אלהים‬ assumed to be? What were the mereological boundaries of the heavens, of the underworld, of a sacred space assumed to involve? Surely some things were held to be positively part of Mount Sinai/ Zion and some things were believed as being positively not part of it, yet there might be borderline things whose mereological relationship to Sinai/Zion and therefore to ‫אלהים‬ seem indeterminate. (aa) The word of an ‫אלהים‬ is part of that ‫אלהים‬ may owe its indeterminacy to the semantic indeterminacy of ‫:'אלהים'‬ the HB's linguistic practices do not, on closer look, specify exactly which portion of reality is currently picked out by that word. In particular, in Varzi's (2015: n.p.) scheme they do not specify whether the name picks out something whose current parts of ‫אלהים‬ include the air of the voice that is coming and, as a consequence, the truth conditions of (aa) are not fully determined. But this is not to say that the particulars pertaining to the relations between ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena in the world of the text are mereologically indeterminate. Each one of a large variety of slightly distinct chunks of either ‫אלהים‬ or natural phenomena has an equal claim to being the referent of the vaguely introduced name ‫,'אלהים'‬ and each such thing has a perfectly precise mereological structure (Proponents of this view, which also affords a way of dealing with the so-called 'problem of the many', are Geach 1980; Heller 1990; Hughes 1986:213-233; Lewis 1993:23-38; McGee 1997:141-195; Unger 1980:411-467; Varzi 2001:49-65 ).
Alternatively, one could, as Varzi (2015:n.p.) implies hold that indeterminacy concerning ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena is due, not to the semantic indeterminacy of ‫,'אלהים'‬ but to that of a 'natural' phenomenon as 'part' of ‫אלהים‬ (as in Donnelly 2014:43-65) . That is, there is no one parthood relation for ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena; rather, several slightly different relations are equally eligible as extension of the parthood predicates. And although some such relations connect the natural phenomenon to the ‫,אלהים‬ others do not. Either way, it is apparent that, on a de dicto understanding, mereological indeterminacy of the relations between ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena need not be due to the way the world in the text is (or isn't): it may just be an instance of a more general and widespread phenomenon of indeterminacy that affects our language and our conceptual apparatus at large. The principles of mereology, understood as a theory of the parthood relation, or of all the relations of ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena that qualify as admissible interpretations of the parthood predicate, would hold regardless.
By contrast, in the second way of understanding, indeterminacy for relations between ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena is genuinely de re: there is no objective fact of the matter as to whether a natural phenomenon is part of ‫,אלהים‬ regardless of the words we use to describe the situation. For example, in this view a relation would be indeterminate, not because of the vagueness of the word ‫,'אלהים'‬ but because of the vagueness of the thing that an ‫אלהים‬ was assumed to be itself: there simply would be no fact of the matter as to whether the natural phenomenon is part of ‫.אלהים‬ As it turns out, this is not a popular view: already Russell (1923) argued that the very idea of worldly indeterminacy betrays a 'fallacy of verbalism', and some have gone as far as saying that de re indeterminacy is simply not 'intelligible' (Dummett 1975:314; Lewis 1986:212) or ruled out a priori (Jackson 2001:657) .
A next question which might now arise is whether an ‫אלהים‬ with indeterminate parts has indeterminate identity? Following Evans (1978:208) , many philosophers have taken the answer to be obviously in the affirmative. Others, such as Cook (1986:179-186) , Sainsbury (1989 :99-103), or Tye (2000 , hold what would be the opposite view: vague ‫אלהים‬ objects are mereologically elusive, but they have the same precise identity conditions as any other object. Still others maintain that the answer depends on the strength of the underlying mereology.
A related question is: Does countenancing ‫אלהים‬ objects with indeterminate parts entail that composition of the relations between ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena be vague, that is, that there is sometimes no matter of fact whether some things make up a whole? A popular view, much influenced by Lewis (1986:212) , suggests it does. Others, such as Morreau (2002:338) might argue instead that the link between vague parthood in ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena and vague composition of ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena is unwarranted: perhaps the de re indeterminacy is inherited by some instances of:
(bb) ‫אלהים‬ is composed of x and the light.
(for example, x could be something that is just like ‫אלהים‬ except that the light is determinately not part of it); yet this would not amount to saying that composition between the ‫אלהים‬ and the natural phenomenon is vague, for the following might nonetheless be true:
(cc) There is something composed of x and the light.
Of course, as Varzi's (2015: n.p.) article implies, there is the general question of how one should handle logically complex statements concerning, at least in part, ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena in texts where they might be represented as mereologically indeterminate objects. A natural choice might be to rely on a three-valued semantics of some sort, the third value being, strictly speaking, not a truth value but rather a truth-value gap. Here one might bring to bear the truth-tables of Kleene (1938:150-155) or those of Łukasiewicz (1920:169-171) , or even non-truth-functional accounts (e.g. the supervaluationism of Akiba 2000:359-370 and Morreau 2002:331-361) . Fine (1975:265-300) suggested the latter as a theory for dealing with de dicto indeterminacy, the idea being that a statement within the meta-language involving vague expressions about ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena should count as true (false) if and only it is true (false) on every 'precisification' of those expressions. Cohn and Gotts (1996:171-187) 'crispings', and Parsons (2000) 'resolutions' of ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena as vague objects. As a result, one would be able to explain why, for example, (dd) below appears to be true and (ee) false (assuming that ‫‪'s‬אלהים‬ breath was definitely assumed to be part of ‫,)אלהים‬ whereas both conditionals would be equally indeterminate on Kleene's semantics and equally true on Łukasiewicz's:
(dd) If the thunder is part of the breath and the breath is part of ‫,אלהים‬ then the thunder itself is part of ‫.אלהים‬ (ee) If the thunder is part of the breath and the breath is part of ‫,אלהים‬ then the thunder itself is not part of ‫.אלהים‬
As for option (ee) -to the extent that what Varzi's (2015: n.p.) outline suggests is de re mereological indeterminacy in ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena as a matter of degree -the picture is different. Here the main motivation is that whether or not a natural phenomenon is part of ‫אלהים‬ is really not an all-ornothing affair. Some natural phenomena might not have been assumed to be a definite part of ‫,אלהים‬ even as it originates from the deity. Also, some natural phenomena could have been assumed to be part of ‫אלהים‬ to a lesser degree than others, and the postulates of a mereological approach to the relation between ‫אלהים‬ and natural phenomena in the HB should be sensitive to such distinctions (cf. Varzi 2015:n.p.)
Conclusion
The reader not familiar with Varzi's (2015: n.p.) introduction to philosophical mereology might wonder what on earth this seemingly strange conceptual framework could possibly help the biblical exegete with. As meta-theoretical reflection, this study can be seen as a prolegomenon to a philosophical approach adapted for the modelling of parthood relations between ‫אלהים‬ entities and natural phenomena in the worlds of the text. Such an approach has yet to be refined. The aim was not to supplant traditional research or engage the text directly but to provide a metaphysical framework with which mereological analysis of the HB's own assumptions on the related issues can be mapped. Whether or not it succeeds depends on the ability of the exegete using the method, for the meta-language with all its technical terms and formality is no more distortive of or irrelevant to making sense of the textual data than any other jargon in HB scholarship seeking to reconstruct textual propositions regarding the relations between ‫אלהים‬ entities and natural phenomena.
To be sure, the HB itself never asks these questions or speaks in this language. Yet it does not follow that mereological analysis is in any way illegitimate. For the HB refrains from spelling out parthood relations, not because the texts did not have mereological assumptions, but because it took the mereological notions it operated with for granted. Their presence is itself presupposed for the very possibility of structuring nascent relations between the ‫אלהים‬ entities and what we call natural phenomena. Because the conceptual background of the readers and the worlds of the text do not overlap, reconstructions of these mereological assumptions will allow us to 'see' what is implicit in the texts themselves -in new ways -presuppositions which we otherwise would not even be aware of. And although different texts presuppose different relations and many may not be very forthcoming, mereological perspectives represent a gap in the research that remains to be filled. For it is one thing to describe the said relations in theological terms. It is quite another to reconstruct the metaphysical assumptions that make it all possible.
